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perceived  more  positively  than  those  typical  of  the  Navy. 

By  comparison  with  Navy  leadership,  civilian  leadership  was 
described  as  involving  more  equalitarian  decision  making, 
less  formal  superior-subordinate  relations,  less  punitive 
handling  of  mistakes  by  subordinates,  less  close  supervision 
and  more  considerate  supervision.  In  addition.  Navy  leaders 
were  felt  to  rely  less  than  their  civilian  counterparts  on 
the  use  of  expert,  reward  and  referent  power  and  more  on 
power  based  on  rank  and  coercion. 

New  recruits  expected  leadership  climate  on  regular  Navy 
duty  to  be  more  positive  than  that  in  boot  camp;  the  perceptions 
of  experienced  enlisted  men  confirmed  this  belief.  However, 
perceptions  of  civilian  leadership  also  became  more  positive  as 
experience  with  the  Navy  increased.  Whether  these  differences 
are  attributable  to  experience  with  the  Navy  or  to  developmental 
and  maturing  processes,  the  implications  are  clear:  if  the  Navy 

wishes  to  recruit  and  retain  personnel  in  competition  with  civil- 
ian jobs,  it  should  strive  to  improve  leadership  climate  and 
leadership  power  practices. 


INTRODUCTION 


With  elimination  of  the  draft,  the  military  must  rely 
on  volunteers  to  meet  its  manpower  needs.  Operating  with  an 
all-volunteer  force  places  the  military  in  more  direct  com- 
petition with  organizations  in  the  civilian  sector  for  ser- 
vices of  young  persons  in  our  society.  Individuals  are  now 
freer  to  make  a choice  of  career  and  a wider  range  of  con- 
siderations may  determine  that  choice.  Previous  research 
would  suggest  that  the  leadership  style  and  organizational 
climate  of  an  organization  affects  personnel  recruiting  and 
retention.  The  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  compare  the  per- 
ceptions of  groups  of  Navy  enlisted  men  at  three  points  in 
their  military  careers  regarding  military  and  civilian  lead- 
ership. 

Several  studies  have  demonstrated  that  individuals  hold 
different  attitudes  toward  various  types  of  organizations 
and  these  attitudes  affect  organizational  attraction.  Grahara 
(1970)  developed  an  adjective  check-list  which  provided  a 
measure  equally  appropriate  for  descriptions  of  organizations 
and  individuals.  Validation  efforts  showed  that  reliable 
differences  in  attitudes  toward  various  organizations  could 
be  measured.  Sheard  (1968)  found  differences  in  the  prefer- 
ences of  college  students  for  the  following  six  types  of 
organizations:  federal  government,  military  service,  large 

corporations,  small  businesses,  state  government,  and  educa- 
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tional  institutions.  In  an  attempt  to  extend  Super's  (1953) 
theory  of  vocational  choice  to  the  problem  of  organizational 
choice,  Tom  (1971)  found  a congruence  of  self-description  and 
description  of  the  preferred  organization.  Tom  found  support 
for  the  theory  that  the  choice  of  an  organization  is  based  on 
subjective  and  highly  personal  and  emotional  factors. 

Individuals'  perceptions  of  organizational  climate,  in- 
cluding leadership  climate,  have  been  found  to  affect  a 
number  of  important  organizational  consequences.  Excellent 
summaries  of  portions  of  that  literature  are  available  (Fiedler, 
1967;  Forehand  & Gilmer,  1964;  Litwin  & Stringer,  1968;  Porter 
& Steers,  1973;  Pritchard  & Karasick,  1973;  Taguiri,  1968). 

In  summary,  it  has  been  found  that  attitudes  toward  leadership 
and  organizational  climate  variables  are  related  to  absenteeism, 
turnover,  grievance  rates,  attitudes  toward  the  organization, 
and  commitment  to  organizational  goals. 

In  the  current  study,  it  was  hypothesized  that  Navy  and 
civilian  leadership  would  be  perceived  to  differ  at  time  of 
induction,  during  basic  training,  and  following  eighteen  months 
of  Navy  experience.  Specifically,  it  was  predicted  that  Navy 
leadership  would  be  perceived  less  favorably  than  leadership 
on  civilian  jobs.  It  was  also  hypothesized  that  there  would 
be  differences  in  perceptions  of  Navy  leadership  among  en- 
listed men  with  various  amounts  of  military  experience.  No 
hypothesis  was  made  regarding  differences  in  perception  of 
civilian  leadership  as  a function  of  amount  of  military  ex- 
perience. 
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METHOD 

Sample.  A total  of  1,267  men  from  the  United  States 
Navy  participated  in  this  project.  Three  groups  were  defined 
in  terms  of  respondents'  position  in  the  Navy  and  were  com- 
posed as  follows:  303  inductees  at  the  Armed  Forces  Entrance 

and  Examining  Station  (new  recruits)  at  Los  Angeles  (N=165) 
and  Denver  (N=138),  365  trainees  at  the  Navy  Training  Center 
(basic  trainees)  in  San  Diego,  and  599  enlisted  men  with 
eighteen  months  experience  on  various  duty  stations  through- 
out the  world  (experienced  enlisted  men) . 

Demographic  characteristics,  such  as  mean  age,  high 
school  class  ranking,  and  size  of  home  town  were  found  to  be 
similar  for  all  three  groups  of  men  with  the  exception  of  age 
comparisons  as  presented  in  Table  1.  Age  was  not  obtained 
from  the  experienced  enlisted  men  but  it  can  be  assumed  they 
were  approximately  eighteen  months  older  than  the  trainees. 
The  experienced  enlisted  men  came  from  slightly  smaller  home 
towns. 

The  questionnaires  were  administered  to  the  new  recruits 
and  basic  trainees  in  groups  and  returned  anonymously.  The 
sample  with  eighteen  months  of  duty  experience  was  identified 
from  the  master  enlisted  file  of  Navy  personnel  and  surveyed 
by  mail  sent  directly  to  each  individual  at  his  duty  station. 
The  respondents  completed  the  questionnaires  anonymously  and 
mailed  them  directly  back  to  the  researchers.  Of  the  1,700 
questionnaires  mailed  out,  78  were  returned  unopened  and  22 
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were  returned  after  analyses  began.  From  past  experience  in 
conducting  mail  surveys  of  Navy  personnel  under  similar  con- 
ditions it  was  estimated  that  approximately  1/4  to  1/3  of  the 
questionnaires  did  not  reach  the  intended  subjects.  Thus, 
the  estimated  effective  response  rate  was  approximately  50-60 
percent.  The  new  recruits  and  basic  trainees  samples  were 
surveyed  in  the  summer  of  1972;  the  experienced  enlisted  men 
received  their  questionnaires  in  the  spring  of  1973. 

The  questionnaires  given  to  the  three  groups  were  similar 
in  form  and  content.  They  were  designed  to  assess  attitudes 
toward  five  organizational  climate  dimensions  and  five  modes 
of  expression  of  interpersonal  influence  or  leadership  power. 

The  five  organizational  climate  dimensions  were  (1) 
hierarchical  vs.  equalitarian  decision  making,  (2)  formal  vs. 
informal  superior- subordinate  relations,  (3)  supportive  vs. 
punitive  handling  of  mistakes  by  subordinates,  (4)  close  vs. 
general  supervision,  and  (5)  considerate  vs.  inconsiderate 
supervision.  These  five  organizational  climate  dimensions 
were  described  by  five  pairs  of  contrasting  situations.  On 
each  dimension  the  respondent  used  a five-point  scale  to 
describe  (1)  attitude  toward  Navy  basic  training,  (2)  expec- 
tation (or  description)  of  Navy  duty  eighteen  months  after 
boot  camp,  (3)  attitude  toward  civilian  jobs,  (4)  the  situa- 
tion in  which  he  would  try  hardest  to  do  a good  job,  and  (5) 
the  situation  in  which  he  would  be  most  satisfied.  For  this 
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report  only  questions  one,  two,  and  three  will  be  analyzed. 
Discussions  of  other  phases  of  the  project  can  be  found  in 
other  reports  (Maynard,  Thornton  & Nealey,  1974;  Nix, 

Thornton  & Nealey,  1974;  Thornton,  Hamilton  & Nealey,  1973; 
Thornton  & Nealey,  1974a  and  1974b) . 

The  five  leadership  power  dimensions  used  in  this  study 
were  defined  by  French  & Raven  (1959)  as  follows:  (1)  legiti- 

mate power  based  on  rank  and  position,  (2)  expert  power  based 
on  knowledge,  (3)  reward  power  based  on  positive  rewards,  (4) 
referent  power  based  on  personal  respect,  and  (5)  coercive 
power  based  on  negative  sanctions  and  punishment.  Attitudes 
toward  the  use  of  the  five  power  modes  by  superiors  were  ob- 
tained by  presenting  situations  that  illustrated  each  mode. 

The  respondents  indicated  (1)  how  frequently  each  form  of 
power  is  used  during  basic  training  (or  current  duty),  (2) 
how  frequently  they  think  each  form  of  power  should  be  used 
during  basic  training,  (3)  how  frequently  each  form  of  power 
is  used  in  most  civilian  jobs,  (4)  how  hard  they  would  try  to 
do  a good  job  under  each  mode  of  power,  and  (5)  how  satisfied 
they  feel  with  each  mode  of  power.  Only  the  results  from 
questions  one  and  three  relating  to  basic  training  and  civilian 
jobs  are  analyzed  in  this  report. 

RESULTS 

To  test  the  first  hypothesis,  the  perceptions  of  Navy 
and  civilian  leadership  were  compared  for  the  three  samples 
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of  enlisted  men  (see  Table  2) . In  the  case  of  the  new  re- 
cruits, their  expectations  of  leadership  in  basic  training 
were  compared  with  their  perceptions  of  civilian  jobs.  The 
sample  of  basic  trainees  compared  their  currently  experienced 
perception  of  leadership  in  basic  training  with  their  per- 
ceptions of  civilian  jobs.  For  the  eighteen-month  sample, 
perceptions  of  current  Navy  duty  assignments  were  compared 
to  perceptions  of  civilian  jobs.  It  is  clear  from  these  re- 
sults that  at  all  three  stages  the  respondents  had  less 
favorable  impressions  of  Navy  leadership  than  of  leadership 
on  civilian  jobs.  At  time  of  induction,  the  sample  expected 
leadership  during  basic  training  to  be  undemocratic,  formal, 
punitive,  inconsiderate  and  to  involve  close  supervision,  in 
comparison  with  supervision  on  civilian  jobs.  In  addition, 
the  new  recruits  expected  Navy  leaders  to  use  legitimate  and 
coercive  modes  of  influence  more  frequently  than  their  civilian 
counterparts.^-  By  contrast  they  expected  leaders  during  basic 


Data  from  a companion  report  in  this  series  (Thornton  & 
Nealey,  1974b)  indicate  that  of  the  French  & Raven  power 
modes,  enlisted  men  tend  to  be  satisfied  with  expert  and 
referent  modes  of  power;  reward  power  tends  to  be  neutral 
with  respect  to  the  satisfaction-dissatisfaction  dimension; 
legitimate  and  coercive  power  are  judged  to  be  dissatisfying. 
Interpretations  of  the  data  involving  the  French  & Raven 
power  modes  will  contain  language  which  implies  that  expert 
and  referent  power  are  "good"  and  legitimate  and  coercive 
power  are  "bad."  It  should  be  understood  that  these  inter- 
pretations are  based  on  evaluation  data  from  the  samples  of 
enlisted  men  rather  than  value  judgments  of  the  authors. 
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training  to  use  comparatively  more  expert  power  than  civilian 
leaders.  A highly  similar  pattern  of  comparative  results  were 
found  for  the  sample  of  basic  trainees  (Table  2,  middle 
columns) . The  comparable  comparisons  for  the  sample  of  ex- 
perienced enlisted  men  (see  Table  2,  right  hand  columns)  show 
several  differences.  While  Navy  leadership  is  still  seen  as 
more  hierarchical,  formal  and  inconsiderate,  it  is  no  longer 
seen  as  more  punitive  and  close  than  civilian  leadership. 
However,  leadership  on  regular  Navy  duty  suffers  by  compari- 
son with  civilian  jobs  when  the  frequency  of  use  of  power  is 
examined.  The  experienced  enlisted  men  reported  that  legiti- 
mate and  coercive  power  were  used  more  frequently  in  the  Navy, 
and  expert,  reward,  and  referent  power  more  frequently  in 
civilian  jobs.  Consider  the  change  in  perceptions  for  expert 
power.  At  time  of  induction,  the  recruits  expected  that  mili- 
tary leaders  would  use  expert  knowledge  more  than  their  civil- 
ian counterparts;  however,  after  1 1/2  years  of  military  ex- 
perience, enlisted  men  reported  that  civilian  supervisors  used 
expert  knowledge  to  influence  subordinates  more  than  did  their 
Navy  supervisors.  This  shift  is  of  particular  interest  because 
perceptions  of  both  Navy  leadership  and  civilian  leadership 
varied  across  the  three  samples.  Navy  leadership  was  judged 
as  using  progressively  less  expert  power  (reading  from  left  to 
right  in  Table  2) . At  the  same  time  civilian  leadership  was 
judged  as  using  more  expert  power  by  the  enlisted  men  as  a 
function  of  the  length  of  time  since  they  had  experienced 
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civilian  jobs.  In  fact,  the  new  recruits  had  a mean  expert 
power  score  of  3.22  for  civilian  jobs.  This  is  the  same 
score  given  by  the  experienced  enlisted  men  to  Navy  duty. 

While  the  comparison  of  perceptions  of  basic  training 
with  civilian  leadership  by  new  recruits  is  of  interest,  some 
might  argue  that  the  views  held  by  new  recruits  of  later  Navy 
leadership  would  be  more  revealing  of  future  adjustment  to 
the  Navy  environment.  The  relevant  data  are  displayed  in 
Table  3.  It  can  be  seen  that  civilian  jobs  are  still  per- 
ceived in  a more  favorable  light  on  three  of  the  five  climate 
dimensions.  In  other  words,  even  at  time  of  induction,  the 
recruits  expected  to  experience  less  desirable  leadership  on 
Navy  duty  than  in  civilian  jobs.  The  differences  are  less 
striking  than  those  in  Table  2,  however,  indicating  that  in- 
ductees do  compartmentalize  somewhat  their  beliefs  about 
basic  training  and  recognize  that  it  is  not  fully  representa- 
tive of  Navy  duty.  A similar  effect  occurred  with  the  sample 
of  basic  trainees,  i.e.,  they  recognized  that  leadership  cli- 
mate was  more  positive  on  Navy  duty  than  during  basic  training, 
but  civilian  leadership  was  still  seen  as  more  positive  than 
leadership  on  Navy  duty. 

Table  4 contains  data  relevant  to  the  second  hypothesis, 
that  perceptions  of  Navy  leadership  change  as  a function  of 
military  experience.  The  samples  of  new  recruits  and  basic 
trainees  were  asked  to  describe  what  they  expected  the  Navy 
leadership  climate  to  be  like  on  Navy  duty  eighteen  months 
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after  basic  training.  These  expectations  can  be  compared  with 
the  experienced  enlisted  men's  description  of  leadership  cli- 
mate on  their  current  Navy  duty.  Comparable  questions  for  the 
French  ahd  Raven  leadership  power  modes  were  not  asked; 
therefore,  the  lower  right  hand  part  of  Table  4 is  left  blank. 
Perceptions  of  civilian  leadership  are  also  displayed.  These 
latter  data  are  the  same  as  in  Table  2,  but  have  been  subjected 
to  significance  tests  to  discover  if  amount  of  Navy  experience 
is  related  to  perceptions  of  civilian  leadership. 

As  a result  of  organizational  experience  in  the  Navy, 
change  in  perceptions  of  both  Navy  and  civilian  leadership  take 
place.  Remember  that  the  perceptions  of  civilian  leadership 
shown  in  the  left  half  of  Table  4 involve  looking  back  at 
civilian  jobs  after  different  amounts  of  experience  in  the 
Navy,  while  the  perceptions  of  what  Navy  duty  is  like  involve 
future  expectations  on  the  part  of  new  recruits  and  basic 
trainees . 

Turning  first  to  the  perceptions  of  civilian  leadership 
climate,  it  can  be  seen  that  as  experience  in  the  Navy  in- 
creases there  is  a general  tendency  to  see  civilian  leadership 
in  a more  and  more  favorable  light.  Mean  scores  tend  to  in- 
crease from  left  to  right,  indicating  that  civilian  jobs  are 
remembered  as  more  democratic,  more  informal,  more  permissive, 
more  general,  and  more  considerate  as  Navy  experience  increases. 
The  comparable  climate  data  regarding  perceptions  of  leadership 
on  regular  Navy  duty  (right  half  of  Table  4)  are  a bit  more 
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complex.  As  occurred  with  perceptions  of  civilian  jobs,  Navy 
duty  was  perceived  as  being  more  informal,  more  permissive, 
and  more  general  as  experience  increased.  At  the  same  time, 
however.  Navy  duty  was  seen  as  less  democratic  and  less  con- 
siderate by  the  more  experienced  enlisted  men.  The  combina- 
tion of  increasingly  positive  memories  of  civilian  jobs  with 
increasingly  negative  perceptions  of  Navy  duty  in  these  two 
climate  dimensions  signals  potential  problems  that  deserve 
further  attention.  In  any  case,  perceptions  held  by  new  re- 
cruits and  basic  trainees  of  what  Navy  duty  would  be  like 
were,  in  the  main,  inaccurate.  (See  Nix,  Thornton  & Nealey, 
1974,  for  further  elaboration  of  this  point.) 

Examination  of  the  leadership  power  data  in  the  lower 
half  of  Table  4 shows  that  as  experience  in  the  Navy  increases 
perceptions  of  civilian  jobs  become  increasingly  positive. 
Legitimate  and  coercive  power  are  seen  as  less  frequently 
used  in  civilian  jobs  and  expert  and  ref brent  power  are  seen 
as  more  frequently  used.  This  effect  parallels  the  percep- 
tions of  leadership  climate  on  civilian  jobs. 

DISCUSSION 

The  results  of  this  study  provide  clear  evidence  that 
there  were  significant  differences  in  perceptions  of  Navy  and 
civilian  leadership  among  the  Navy  enlisted  men  in  these 
samples.  These  differences  span  the  time  from  induction. 
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before  any  exposure  to  Navy  leadership,  to  a time  following 
approximately  two  years  of  Navy  experience.  In  general,  the 
Navy  enlisted  men  believed  that  civilian  jobs  are  character- 
ized by  a more  favorable  leadership  climate  and  by  the  less 
frequent  use  of  negative  attempts  at  interpersonal  influence 
than  did  new  recruits  and  basic  trainees. 

This  study  was  done  prior  to  the  end  of  the  draft,  but 
the  perceptions  of  the  recent  inductees  probably  represent 
perceptions  of  many  persons  currently  considering  enlistment 
in  the  Navy.  Based  on  previous  research  of  organizational 
choice,  we  can  predict  that  negative  expectations  of  leader- 
ship will  adversely  affect  enlistment.  Since  this  survey 
was  conducted  when  the  draft  was  in  effect,  a number  of  "vol- 
unteers" may  have  been  under  some  pressure  to  enlist  in  the 
Navy  rather  than  be  drafted.  In  another  report  in  this  series 
(Thornton,  Hamilton  & Nealey,  1973),  the  authors  classified 
recent  recruits  as  "draft-induced"  and  "true"  volunteers  on 
the  basis  of  their  Selective  Service  lottery  number  and  re- 
sponse to  a question  whether  the  draft  influenced  their  en- 
listment in  the  Navy.  It  was  found  that  both  groups  held 
negative  attitudes  toward  the  current  Navy  leadership  with 
the  most  strongly  negative  attitudes  among  the  "draft-induced" 
volunteers.  The  results  from  the  Thornton,  et  al  (1973), 
report  would  suggest  that  the  findings  displayed  here  apply 
to  current  recruits  even  though  the  draft  has  now  ended.  To 
meet  continuing  manpower  needs,  the  Navy  may  have  to  change 
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leadership  practices  and  ultimately  the  image  of  Navy  leader- 
ship among  potential  recruits. 

The  results  of  the  current  study  suggest  that  perceptions 
of  both  military  and  civilian  leadership  may  change  as  a re- 
sult of  military  experience.  There  is  an  indication  that  the 
perceptions  of  some  aspects  of  Navy  leadership  improve  over 
time,  but  these  shifts  are  not  enough  to  overcome  the  adverse 
comparison  with  leadership  on  civilian  jobs  since  shifts  in 
perceptions  of  civilian  jobs  improve  over  time.  Part  of  the 
shifts  may  be  due  to  developmental  and  maturing  processes  and 
part  may  be  due  to  experience  with  Navy  leadership.  While 
the  cross-sectional  design  of  this  study  does  not  allow  firm 
conclusions  regarding  developmental  processes,  it  provides 
evidence  for  differences  in  perceptions  of  groups  with  differ- 
ent experience.  The  fact  remains  that  enlisted  men  considering 
reenlistment  hold  negative  attitudes  toward  the  military. 

These  conclusions  are  supported  by  analyses  of  additional 
attitude  items  reported  by  Maynard,  et  al  (1974).  The 
data  of  this  report  reveal  another  disquieting  fact  with  action 
implications.  Among  experienced  enlisted  men  with  two  years 
of  Navy  duty  behind  them,  civilian  leadership  is  seen  as 
having  many  more  positive  attributes  than  Navy  leadership. 

The  effect  of  such  a comparison  on  reenlistment  is  not  diffi- 
cult to  imagine. 


Table  1 


Demographic  Variables  for  Three  Samples  of  Navy  Recruits 


! 

Variables 

^ New  recruits 
X S .D. 

Basic 
trainees 
X S.D. 

Experienced 
enlisted  men 
X S.D. 

Age  (months) 1 

228  14.8 

230  16.3 

2 

population  of  Home  Town 

3.46  1.72 

3.32  1.57 

3.02  1.70 

High  School  Class  Standing^ 

2.85  .80 

2.86  .74 

2.98  .79 

N in  sample 

303 

365 

599 

i 

^"Age  not  obtained  from  experienced  enlisted  men 
2 

1 = Less  than  5,000 

2 = 5,000  - 10,000 

3 = 10,000  - 30,000 

4 = 30,000  - 100,000 

5 = 100,000  - 1,000,000 

6 = Over  1, 000, 000 

^1  = Bottom  25  percent 

2 = Below  average  but  not  in  bottom  25  percent 

3 = Above  average  but  not  in  top  25  percent 

4 = Top  25  percent 
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Table  2 

Comparison  of  Organizational  Climate 
and  Modes  of  Leadership  Power  in 
Civilian  Jobs  and  Military  Situations 
at  Three  Points  in  Military  Career 


New  Recruits 
(N  - 303) 

Basic  Trainees 
(N  - 365) 

Experienced 
Enlisted  Men 
(N  - 599) 

Leadership 

Variables 

Civilian 

Jobs 

Basic 

Training 

t 

Civilian 

Jobs 

Basic 

Training 

t 

Civiliar 

Jobs 

Navy 
_ Duty 

t 

Climate  Dimensions 

i 

i 

Decision-Making : 
Hierarchical  (1) 
vs.  Democratic  (5) 

2.82  1 
(1.33) 

1.96 

(1.23) 

8.26*** 

3.12 

(1.37) 

2.00 

(1.20) 

10.70*** 

3.03 

(1.07) 

2.65 

(1.13) 

5.98*** 

Authority 
Structure:  Formal 
(1)  vs.  Informal 
(5) 

3.12 

(1.21) 

1.42 

(.96) 

19.16*** 

3.56 

(1.23) 

1.35 

(.84) 

28.35*** 

3.50 

(1.01) 

2.75 

(1.09) 

12.35*** 

Performance 
Evaluation 
Punitive  (1)  vs. 
Permissive  (5) 

3.30 

(1.16) 

2.72 

(1.61) 

5,  09*** 

3.56 

(1.49) 

2.14 

(1.53) 

12.70*** 

3.33 

(.96) 

3.37 

(1.13) 

-.66 

Supervision:  Close 
(1)  vs.  General 
(5) 

3.15 

(1.16) 

1.84 

(1.21) 

13.60*** 

3.17 

(1.23) 

1 

2.37 

(1.42) 

8.14*** 

3.40 

(.98) 

3.45 

(1.18) 

Leadership 
Inconsiderate  (1) 
vs.  Considerate 
(5) 

3.28 

(1.14) 

2.79 

(1.53) 

4.47*** 

3.46 

(1.17) 

2.45 

(1.49) 

10.19*** 

3.56 

(.07) 

3.08 

(1.30) 

7.51*** 

Leadership 
Power  Modes 

Legitimate  2 

2.86 

(1.29) 

4.16 

(1.01) 

-14.43*** 

2.71 

(1.27) 

2.93 

(1.50) 

-2.14* 

2.44 

(1.12) 

2.81 

(1.46) 

-4.91** 

Expert 

3.22 

(1.22) 

3.86 

(1.16) 

-6.62*** 

3.42 

(1.30) 

3.32 

(1.40) 

1.00 

3.70 

(1.06) 

3.22 

(1.27) 

7.10*** 

Reward 

3.07 

(1.21) 

2.73 

(1.40) 

3.20** 

3.20 

(1.32) 

3.40 

(1.44) 

-1.95 

2.98 

(1.19) 

2.30 

(1.35) 

9.25*** 

Referent 

3.01 

(1.14) 

2.82 

(1.32) 

1.90 

3.16) 

(1.29) 

2.78 

(1.53) 

3.63** 

3.31 

(1.00) 

2.70 

(1.45) 

8.48*** 

Coercive 

2.52 

(1.24) 

3.84 

(1.30) 

-12.79*** 

2.35 

(3.31) 

3.72 

(1.45) 

-13.39*** 

2.00 

(1.11) 

2.90 

(1.55) 

-11.55*** 

*Mean  value;  standard  deviation  in  parentheses 
2 

For  all  powers:  1 * seldom,  5 « frequent  use 


♦p  < .05 

**p  < .01 
***p  < .001 
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Table  3 

Comparison  of  New  Recruits ' 
Perceptions  of  Leadership  Climate 
on  Navy  Duty  and  on  Civilian  Jobs 


Climate  Dimensions 

Civilian 

Jobs 

Navy 

Duty 

t 

Decision-Making:  Hierarchi- 

cal (1)  vs.  Democratic  (5) 

2.821 

(1.33) 

2.75 

(1.11) 

.70 

Authority  Structure:  Formal 

(1)  vs.  Democratic  (5) 

3.12 

(1.21) 

2.15 

(1.16) 

10.07*** 

Performance  Evaluation: 
Punitive  (1)  vs.  Permissive 
(5) 

3.30 

(1.16) 

3.06 

(1.20) 

2.50* 

Supervision:  Close  (1)  vs. 

General  (5) 

3.15 

(1.16) 

2.70 

(1.16) 

4.78*** 

Leadership:  Inconsiderate 

(1)  vs.  Considerate  (5) 

3.28 

(1.14) 

3.28 

(1.18) 

0 

*P 

< .05 

(t 

> 

1.96) 

**P 

< .01 

(t 

> 

2.59) 

***P 

< .001(t 

> 

3.34) 

^Mean  value;  standard  deviation  in  parentheses 
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Table  4 

Differences  in  Perception  of  Organizational  Climate  and  Modes 
of  Leadership  Power  in  Civilian  Jobs  and  Military  Duty 
as  a Function  of  Military  Experience 


Perceptions  of  Leadership 
on  Civilian  Jobs 

Perceptions  o t Leadership 
on  Navy  Duty 

Leadership  Variables 

New 

Recruits 

(N-303) 

U)  _ 

Basic 

Trainees 

(N-365) 

(2) 

Experi- 

enced 

Enlisted 

Men 

(N-599) 

(3) 

F 

Comparison 

New 

Recruits 

(N-303) 

(1) 

Basic 

Trainees 

(N-365) 

12)  _ . 

Experi- 

enced 

Enlisted 

Men 

(N-599) 
(3)  _ 

F 

Comparison 

Climate  Dimensions 

Decision-Making: 
Hierarchical  (1)  vs. 
Democratic  (5) 

2.e2x 

(1.33) 

3.12 

(1.37) 

3.03 

(1.07) 

4.95*** 

1<2 

2.75 

(1.11) 

2.90 

(1.27) 

2.65 

(1.13) 

5.32*** 

2>3 

Authority  Structure: 
Formal  (1)  vs. 
Informal  (5) 

3.12 

(1.21) 

3.56 
a. 13) 

3.50 

(1.01) 

15.20*** 

1<2«3 

2.15 

(1.16) 

2.45 

(1.23) 

2.75 

(1.09) 

27.89*** 

1<2<3 

Performance  Evalua- 
tion: Punitive  (1) 
vs.  Permissive  (5) 

3.30 

(1.16) 

3.56 

(1.19) 

3.33 
( .96) 

6.51*** 

l<2-3 

3.06 

(1.20) 

2.93 

(1.29) 

3.37 

(1.13) 

17.23*** 

1«2<3 

Supervision:  Close  (1) 

vs.  General  (5) 

3.15 

(1.16) 

3.17 

(1.23) 

3.40 
( .98) 

7.48** 

l-2<3 

2.70 

(1.16) 

3.07 

(1.27) 

3.45 

(1.18) 

39.42*** 

1<2<3 

Leadership:  Incon- 

siderate (1)  vs. 
Considerate  (5) 

3.28 

(1.14) 

3.46 

(1.17) 

3.56 
( .87) 

7.41** 

1<3 

3.28 

(1.18) 

3.28 

(1.16) 

3.08 

(1.30) 

4.27** 

1»2>3 

Leadership  Pov’er  Modes 

Legitimate  2 

2.86 

(1.29) 

2.71 

(1.27) 

2.44 

(1.13) 

13.55*** 

l-2>3 

Expert 

3.22 

(1.22) 

3.42 

(1.30) 

3.70 

(1.06) 

17.53*** 

l-2<3 

Reward 

3.07 

(1.21) 

3.20 

(1.32) 

2.98 

(1.19) 

3.58* 

2>3 

Referent 

3.01 

(1.14) 

3.16 

(1.29) 

3.31 

(1.00) 

6.95** 

1<3 

• 

Coercive 

2.52 

(1.24) 

2.35 

(1.31) 

2.00 

(1.11) 

20.86*** 

l-2>3 

^Mean  value;  standard  deviation  in  parentheses 
2For  all  powers:  1 - seldom,  5 * frequent  use 


*p  < .05 

•*p  < .01 

***p  < .001 
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